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REMARKS 

In the Office Action mailed August 19. 2003. the Examiner noted that claims 2-1 1 were 
pending in the application; rejected claims 2-1 1 under the second paragraph of 35 USC §112 
and 35 USC §1 02(e); and rejected claim 6 under 35 U.S.C. § 103. In rejecting the claims, U.S. 
Patent 5,790,440 to Aho et al. and 6.230,297 to Bentall et al. (References C and D, respectively) 
were cited. Claims 2-1 1 remain in the case. The Examiner's rejections are traversed below. 

Rejections under 35 USC §112, Second Paragraph 

In item 3 on pages 2-3 of the Office Action, claims 2-1 1 were rejected under the second 
paragraph of 35 USC §112 for indefiniteness due to use of the terms "applications" and 
"stoictures" in claim 1 1 . With respect to the temn "applications", it is submitted that this is a term 
well understood by people of ordinary skill in the art and there is no need to limit the type of 
application performed on the transmission side and receiver side of an ATM transmission link. 
Submitted herewith as Exhibits A-C are the definitions of the term "application" in the Microsoft 
Computer Dictionary. FourtliEd ition. 1999; Webster's New World Computer Dict ionary. Ninth 
Edition, 2001; and Computer Desktop Encyclopedia, Ninth Edition, 2001. The definitions are 
very similar, respectively, "[a] program designed to assist in the performance of a specific task, 
such as word processing, accounting, or inventory management. Compare utilit/*; "[a] program 
that enables a user to do something useful with the computer, such as writing or accounting (as 
opposed to utilities, programs that help the user maintain the computer)"; and "[a] specific use of 
the computer, such as for payroll, inventory and billing." This ordinary meaning within the art of 
the word "application" is the meaning intended in claim 1 1 and it is submitted there is nothing 
indefinite about using a word that has such a meaning. 

With respect to the phrases quoted in item 3 of the Office Action, it is submitted that one 
of ordinary skill in the art would understand that "receiver side applications" refers to applications 
oinning on a computer that receives ATM cells and that "composing and transmitting data 
allocated to respective individual applications within an ATM adaptation layer frame" describes 
data allocated to specific applications where the data is transmitted within an ATM adaptation 
layer frame. For the above reasons, it is submitted that there is nothing indefinite about the use 
of the word "application" in claim 1 1 . 

With respect to the use of the temri "structures" in claim 1 1 , claim 1 1 has been amended 
to use the temri "sub-stmctures" that was previously used in the dependent claims and to clarify 
that there are "sub-structures in the ATM cells of the ATM adaptation layer frame" (claim 1 1 , line 
10). The allocation of sub-structures in ATM cells is one of the features that distinguishes the 




Serial No. 09/486.130 

present invention over Aho et al. and thus, it is essential that the role of sub-structures be 
understood. If the amendments made to claim 1 1 do not remove the indefiniteness indicated in 
item 3 of the Office Action, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact the undersigned by 
telephone to arrange an Examiner Interview to discuss what further amendments are required to 
remove indefiniteness from the claims. 

Rejections under 35 USC §1 02(e) 

In item 6 on pages 3-4 of the Office Action, claims 2-1 1 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 

§1 02(e) as anticipated by Aho et al. The language of item 6 is identical to the language of the 

§102 rejection in the February 26. 2003 Office Action and there was nothing in the Response to 

Arguments section on page 2 of the Office Action regarding the arguments in the May 27, 2003 

Amendment distinguishing the claims over the prior art. As discussed in the Amendment filed 

May 27. 2003 and received by the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office on May 29. 2003, Aho et 

aL does not disclose anything that teaches or suggests 

A-side and ... B-side allocations of ... sub-stmctures in the ATM 
cells of the ATM adaptation layer frame ... by administration such 
that address information of the sub-structures corresponding to the 
individual applications are communicated to the A-side and B-side 
independent of data information 

(claim 1 1 , last 5 lines). Rather, Aho et al. focuses on defining a maximum number of ATM cells 

to be received at an END ATM USER connection without mentioning any details on data 

stnjctures or containers for transmitting payload data from a sender to a recipient. Aho et al. is 

completely silent on allocating address information of payload data sub-structures to individual 

applications by administration, instead of using the convenfional method of inbound signaling of 

respective allocation infomiation. 

Allocation according to the present invention provides the benefit of a significant 
reduction of overhead information transmitted from the sender to the recipient, since respective 
allocation information is made available at the sender-side and receiver-side independently from 
the transmission of payload data. Therefore, once allocation information is made available at 
the sender-side and receiver-side, it does not have to be transmitted repeatedly when 
transmitting payload data. Moreover, since Aho et al. does not discuss the problem of reducing 
transmission overhead information, there is no incentive to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
improve the conventional method to anive at the claimed invention. Therefore, it is submitted 
that claims 1 1 and claims 2-10 which depend therefrom, patentably distinguish over Aho et al. 
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Rejections under 35 USC §103 

In item 8 on pages 4-5 of the Office Action, claim 6 was rejected under 35 USC §1 03(a) 



contain any teaching that would suggest modification of Aho et al. regarding allocation of sub- 
structures to provide the benefits described above. Since claim 6 depends from claim 1 1 Jt is 
submitted that claim 6 patentably distinguishes over the combination of Aho et al. in view of 
Bentall et al. for the reasons discussed above. 



It is submitted that the references cited by the Examiner taken individually or in 
combination, do not teach or suggest the features of the present claimed invention. Thus, it is 
submitted that claims 2-1 1 are in a condition suitable for allowance. Reconsideration of the 
claims and an early Notice of Allowance are earnestly solicited. 

Finally, if there are any formal matters remaining after this response, the Examiner is 
requested to telephone the undersigned to attend to these matters. 

If there are any additional fees associated with filing of this Amendment, please charge 
the same to our Deposit Account No. 19-3935. 



as unpatentable over Aho et al. in view of Bentall et al. It is submitted that Bentall et al. does not 



Summary 



Respectfully submitted, 
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Registration No. 31,106 
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Washington, D.C. 20005 
Telephone: (202)434-1500 
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